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THURSDAY, JUNE 10, 1954 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, mC 

The committee met at 2 o’clock p. m., pursuant to call, in room 
F—37, the Capitol, Hon. Homer Ferguson, presiding. 

Present: Senators Bridges (chairman), Ferguson, Cordon, Salton- 
stall Knowland, Thve, Hayden, Russell, ( ‘havez, Maybank, Ellender, 
Robertson, and Magnuson 


DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 


STATEMENT OF LYLE S. GARLOCK AND MAJ. GEN. ROBERT S. 
MOORE, OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
(COMPTROLLER) 


POOLS AND FACILITIES 


Senator FirGuson. Gentlemen, the committee will come to order 

| think we should take these in the order in which they come in the 
record, so that the record will be in order 

Senator Frer@uson. Mr. Garlock, you represent the Office of the 
secretary? 

\Ir. Gartock. Yes, sir 

Senator Fircuson. Will you tell us on this item whether or not 
the one on the Office of the secretary 1s $500,000? 

Mr. Garztock. Yes, sii 

Senator FrerGuson. We passed that, but | think we ought to go 
over 1t agall 

As | understand it, vou felt there should be no reduction in that 
particular amount? 

Mr. Gartock. That is right, sir. | talked to the Secretary again 
this morning on this subject. He felt quite strongly that he would 
need that amount to be able to be sure to have sufficient funds to 
carry on the responsibilities of his office during the next year. 

Senator Frercuson. That is $300,000 less than last year’s appro- 
priation? 

Mr. Gartock. That is correct. It is about $2 million less than 
was anticipated a couple Vears earlier 

Senator Maypank. How much less than what you asked the Budget 
for? 

\Ir. GARLOCK Nothing 

Senator Frrauson. You had telephoned the committee this morn- 
ing on the item of tools and facilities? 

1 
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Mr. Garwock. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ferauson. I would like to ask you there how much you 
believe you can get along with and how much you can use. 

Mr. Gartock. That appropriation is continuing money appropri- 
ated this year and has not been used. 

Senator MayBank. Why did you not use it? 

Mr. Garzock. With the changes that have taken place since last 
year when we were up here the appropriations were available in 
sufficient amounts in the departments as to do all the things that had 
to be done. 

MOTHBALLING DEFENSE PLANTS 


Next year the Secretary is looking forward to the area where he will 
have increasing requirements for putting these defense plants in moth- 
balls as complete usable plants. He would like to hold $250 million 
to be sure that whatever contingency comes up in that area he can 
handle it. 

For example, Mr. Chairman as you will recall our discussion of what 
we are particularly to do, we have moved the machinery out of the plant 
and we keep it in an adjoining building, so that all the tools and tooling 
that goes with that particular product are kept together. 

The plant continues to operate as a civilian producing organization, 
and thereby you have all the elements that you need to go back into 
production. You have the management, you have the labor force, and 
you have the equipment to do it. 

They figure that will substantially reduce the length of time it will 
take a plant to get into operation. 

We found that in trying to retrieve the tools at beginning of the 
war in Korea, where they had been in central storage, had been picked 
over before they were stored. We had trouble locating the particular 
tools that we needed, and frequently a plant did not get started as rap- 
idly as possible due to the shortage of a few key items. 


CONSOLIDATED INVENTORY 


Senator Ropertson. Do you have a consolidated inventory of 
everything you now possess, surplus in some areas and shortage in 
another? 

Mr. Garuock. The Assistant Secretary, Mr. Pike, is now conduct- 
ing such a review on an itemized basis. Where the item is no longer 
useful it will be disposed of. 

Where it is useful it will be brought up to date on inventory both 
as to condition and to location. 

We expect next year to have that inventory completed and know 
where we stand. 

Senator Ropertson. Then you contemplate that before you spend 
this new money you are going to find out what you already have? 

Mr. GaRLock. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ropertson. And plan where it should be stored? 

Mr. Garuock. Yes, sir. 

Senator Roserrson. That is all. 
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TOTAL AVAILABLE 
Senator ELLENDER. How much money is there available? 


Mr. Gartock. It is a continuation of the authority of $250 million 
that was appropriated. 


It does not show as a new appropriation 
Senator ELLENDER. It is a sort of revolving fund? 
Mr. Gartock. No; it is a continuation of 1-year appropriation 
which would otherwise lapse this June. We are asking that it be 
made available for another year. 
Senator Ferauson. If we 
million less money? 
Mr. Garuock. Yes, sir. 
Senator Mayrank. I move that the 
eranted $250 million. 
Senator FerGuson. I just want to get the record to show that, for 
the moment 


Senator MAYBANK 


dropped it out vou would have $?50 


Secretary of Defense be 


How about the language change? 


ESTIMATED OBLIGATIONS 


Senator FerGuson. Do you have any idea as to what will actuallw 
be spent? 


Mr. Garuock. If 


vou are 
obligated 


distinguishing between spent and 
Senator FERGUSON 
Mr. Gartock. I cannot give you a very good forecast of the amount 
that will be obligated because it depends on just how rapidly these 
situations develop 


Jut the Seer 


I mean legitimately obligated? 


tarv had indicated he would like to have the whole 
$250 million so that he does have financing to take care of the problems 
as they arise 

Now this kind of appropriation is one in which most of the expendi- 
tures will come in the second and third years. 


TIME REQUIRED FOR TOOL PRODUCTION 


Senator ROBERTSON. 


How long does it take to make some of t 
machine tools? 


ese 


Mr. Gartock. The kind we would buy out of this appropriation 
would be the long-time production items. 
Senator Rospertrson. I do not know what a long time is. 
Mr. Garuock. Twenty-four to thirty-six months. 
; hd haat - , 
Senator Rosertson. That is what somebody said this morning. 
Somebody said it might take 3 years. 


Mr. Gartock. By extending the money it would give us 3 years 
with which to pay for them. 

Senator Ferauson. Last year you did not use any of it? 

Mr. Garutock. No, sir. The Secretary will not use it next year 
unless there are situations in which it will be to the advantage of the 
Government to make the expenditure. 

Senator Tuyr. Might I ask what, for instance, would be a situation? 

Mr. Gartock. Where we would need some of this? 
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Senator Tuyr. Where you would need it. It is just so we might 
get an explanation of what the situation might be. That, I think, 
would answer our question more thoroughly. 

Mr. Garuock. Senator, the three departments came in in January 
to Assistant Secretary Pike’s office, with proposals on these long 
leadtime tools they might need. Mr. Pike’s group has been working 
with the Department since then and they have the list pretty well 
cut down 

Now, we do not want to rush into the procurement in the last 20 
davs of June for some of those items. Therefore, as we work through 
those in the next few months, we will identify the ones that are re- 
quired. In many cases they are big items and they are expensive. 
We do not want to pick them up unless we are sure. With respect to 
some of the items, particularly the Navy, there are not sufficient 
funds now available to the Navy. There was no allowance made in 
next year’s appropriations for this kind of tooling. 

The other situation is where we want to package the plants and put 
them away. ‘There we have no way of forecasting just what we will 
run into there because it is an individual plant by plant arrangement. 

And this money has such authority that we would be sure to be 
Lble to do it 

Senator FerGuson. Have you got this firm now so that you will 
actually need all of this money? 

Mr. Garuock. I do not have the program laid out in detail that 
comes to $250 million. 

Senator Frereuson. Do you think that the program would be 
stifled or interfered with if you had $100 million? 

Mr. Garuock. It is hard to say. 

Senator FerGuson. Can you foresee more than that? 

Mr. Garutock. I cannot foresee a specific amount. I think $100 
million would be the minimum that we would have reason to use here. 


TOOLS FOR VARIOUS ARMS OF THE SERVICES 


Senator Corpon. There is a statement I would like to have ex- 
plained. Mr. Pike said on page 71 

Just 2 weeks ago we received a list of tools for various arms of the services, 

This came to a total of around $400 million. 

We were in process of very carefully reviewing that list before any purchase is 
made 

Is that correct? 

Mr. Gartock. Yes, sir; we know now that we will not concur in 
the purchase of the entire $400 million. We do not know how far 
this will come down. That is the reason we would like to have the 
$250 million so that if we get through reviewing the list, that plus the 
packaging of these plants comes to that much we will have available. 

Senator Ferguson. Can you explain to us why you were not able 
to do this prior to now so that we could give you the amount you need 
rather than an indefinite amount of $250 million? 

Mr. Gartockx. Why we did not do it the last fiscal year? 

Senator Ferauson. Yes 

Mr. Gartock. You will recall almost at the beginning of last 
vear 

Senator FerGcuson. I mean during last year, up to now. 
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EFFECT OF KOREAN ARMISTICE 


Mr. Garuock. In July of last year we had the armistice in Korea. 
That meant that a considerable part of the people who were involved 
in procurement activity had to start reviewing their outstanding 
contracts to see where they stood to get them adjusted for lower 
rates of consumption. 

That consumed a very large amount of staff time during the first 
6 months, so it was not until the second 6 months that we got moving 
on to this part of the problem. 

As Senator Cordon indicates, the list came in just a week or 10 
days before we came up here to testify before the committee. There 
has not been time enough to make the kind of review we believe 
should be made before we go in for these purchases. 

Senator Russe.u. I certainly am not going to condemn you for 
not having spent the money, if you did not think you could spend it 
to advantage. 

Neither do I want to deny you any funds for this very important 
matter of mobilization base for the tools of war, and I assume that 
that is what this is. 

In the event of emergency we would not have to start from scratch 
to get the tools, we know that they are adapted for the purposes 
intended to produce weapons to arm our forces if we are compelled 
to increase them. 

As I understand it, this is not just to acquire tools. One very 
important item of this work is protecting the tools we already have, 
is It not? 

Mr. Garuock. Particularly with relation to this problem of putting 
them away under such conditions that they will be usable in the 
particular plant they came out of. 

Senator Russeiu. In other words, as production falls off with 
the cessation of hostilities in Korea, we are closing down some plants 
at the present time where these tools have been in operation; is that 
correct? 

Mr. Garuock. Yes, sir. 


MANUFACTURE OF AMMUNITION 


Senator Russe.tu. That is particularly true in the field of the 
manufacture of ammunition? 

Mr. Garutock. Yes, sir. 

Senator Russett. Where we are greatly reducing the production 
of ammunition. 

So this appropriation will be used, at least part of it, for the stor- 
age and preservation of those very vital tools, will it not? 

Mr. Gartock. Yes, sir; and in such a way that they can be brought 
back in those same plants quickly and put back into use. 

Senator Russe. That is right, and in addition to that, according 
to the way the matter was presented to us when you were asking for 
$500 million, I believe a year or more ago, you were going to make a 
complete inventory of your tools and where you need additional! 
machine tools to keep abreast of the developing techniques in the 
manufacture of arms you are going to acquire other tools that would 
take a long time to manufacture; is that not right? 
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Mr. Garztock. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Russeiy. So if the plan does work out we should be able 
to go into production of these essential war materials in a matter of 
months instead of a matter of years if an allout war would come 
again? 

Mr. Garuock. That is correct. 


CHANGEOVER TO MILITARY PRODUCTION 


Senator Russet. We would have the plants, we would have the 
tools and in the event it was necessary to greatly expand our forces 
we would take out of the plants the ordinary civilian tools that are 
now there. 

They may be spinning wool or something like that in these plants 
and they could start in immediately with these tools and start the 
production line running with the essentials of modern war. 

Mr. Garztock. Yes, sir. We would have two other important 
things. We would have the management available in the plant and 
the work force available. 

So you would have all the elements as soon as you start feeding the 
raw material and assemblies into them. We believe that will save a 
substantial period of time. 

Senator Russety. The evidence is that you have not spent any 
of this $250 million up to now. Do you intend to spend any if it if 
the Congress allows it, if you do not need it? 

Mr. Garxiock. If we do not need it, I can assure you Mr. Wilson 
will not use it. 

If we can accomplish the objectives he wants to get without using 
it, not once cent of it will be used. 

Senator Russeuyu. I have no further questions. 

Senator MaGnuson. Where are you going to store these things? 

Mr. Gartock. That will be worked out pretty much with the 
individual plants. What we want to do is to store in near enough 
proximity to the plant and give the plant the responsibility for 
maintaining the tools in usable condition. Thus, they continue an 
interest in this particular item so that when we ask them to move back 
into production they are in effect moving and using their own tools. 
It is the tools they have taken care of. 


WAREHOUSE RENTAL 


Senator Macnuson. Would you pay the rental of a private ware- 
house? 

Mr. Gartock. Yes, sir. You get into a variety of situations. One, 
the manufacturer may have unused storage capacity and you can 
make a rental arrangement on the part of his plant. 

There may be adjoining vacant space in which you can build a ware- 
house or you may have to put it in public warehousing in the immediate 
vicinity. 

The main idea is to keep it where it is close to that plant and to the 
extent that you can keep it under his responsibility for maintaiming 
the tools, we feel that we will get it back into his plant a lot quicker. 
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TITLE TO MOTHBALLED EQUIPMENT 


Senator MaGnuson. The title to these pieces of equipment rests in 
the Government? 

Mr. Garuock. Yes, sir. 

Senator Russell pointed out that there are some gaps we have to fill 
in on these lines. In some of our plants, because of the shortage of 
some of the high-priced long-lead-time tools where we would now 
furnish them, the private operator furnished -~ tool. He will take 
that back in in his own business, use it, and wear it out, and we will 
have to have a replacement for that tool in aad to have a complete 
unit. 

Senator Taye. The proposal is entirely sound, because I am familiar 
with one plant, it was a granite works, and they were doing some 


heavy casting polishing and now that has come to an end. That 
equipment was set aside. The Government first proposed to move 
it out. 


The owner of the property said, “I will make room in one end of 
my building and I will have it all intact, a complete inventory of it, 
and if you should ever need my plant for this purpose again, it would 
not take me but a matter of a few days to put the equipment back in.” 

There was some concern on the part of all of us that the Govern- 
ment was going to move that equipment out of the State to some 
location for storage. That I did not approve of because it looked 
to me like a wasteful expense to transport it when this man said, 
“T will leave it right here.” 

Senator Russexu. I certainly hope they will leave it there because 
it has a great advantage. 

Suppose you have a man running a toy shop in peacetime and 
World War II and in the Korean war we put him into the business 
of making 81 millimet ter mortar shells. He has moved out the mortar 
shell machinery now, but if he keeps that available, the same people 
that are now making toys know how to make mortar shells and 
produce equipment that might be vital to the survival of this country. 

Senator Toye. And you will store it much more cheaply and you 
will not have to pay transportation two ways. 

Also you will not need to provide supervision of this equipment 
because it will be part of the supervision of his own inventory in the 
warehouse. 

So I think if the program is sound it will eliminate a lot of additional 
handling and you will have the equipment and tools intact should the 
emergency force you to reactivate the plant. 

Mr. Gartocx. Under the plan that Mr. Pike described, we are set- 
ting up the program for the constant review of the whole machine-tool 
inventory. They will check out the tools in this private plant to see 
that they are there and are being kept in proper condition, the same 
as those kept in Government-owned warehouses. 


FLEXIBILITY IN ABSORPTION OF CUT 


Senator Ferauson. Mr. Garlock, could you give us the opinion of 
the Secretary in relation to the language on page 86, whether or not 
it would be necessary to give you this money if language could be 
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used in the report permitting them to absorb the cut wherever they 
can? 

Senator Maysank. Is that the clothing item? 

Senator Frercuson. That is military personnel, Army, page 86 of 
the side slip 

Mr. Garuock. Senator, I would like to speak to all items con- 
nected with this, if I might. 

The House committee did a very careful job, as usual, in reviewing 
the bill this vear. They came up with some adjustments as indicated 
in the document before vou. 

When the bill was reported out of the House we had about 5 days in 
which to make up our minds whether or not to appeal to this committee 
for restoration. 

As we went down through the report by the House Committee 
we tried to give about the same weight to the committee reports as 
we do the law. We know they are not binding, but we try to live 
with them because we feel that both your committee and the House 
Appropriations Committee recommendations in these fields are very 
valuable, and unless a compelling situation arises we should follow 
them. 

We had real doubt as to whether or not we could make enough of an 
adjustment in our operations to absorb the amount indicated by the 
House committee on the particular points that they made. 

I do not recall whether this one is subsistence or whether this is 
travel. 

SUBSISTENCE 


Senator Frerauson. It is subsistence. 

Mr. Gartock. We were not sure that the food market price would 
move just exactly as forecast. It is very difficult to tell where it will 
be a year from now. 

At the same time, the amounts that they took in a number of cases 
were such that within the total appropriation there would probably 
by adjustment both ways. 

For instance, on this $5 million item, I know the Army has indicated 
before we ever came up here that if they were allowed to work it out 
within the total appropriation that $5 million or could absorb with- 
out the appropriation, they thought. 

Now, that is true to more or less extent on all of the appropriations. 

To start out on the other end of the list, I believe the Air Force will 
testify they do not feel they can absorb the entire amount by such an 
adjustment, and they will need at least part of the money restored 
even though they can make the adjustment. 


POSSIBILITY OF CONCURRING WITH HOUSE CUT 


Senator Rogertson. Part of the reason for this supplemental test- 
imony is to find out if we can go along with the House cut, instead of 
general language ‘‘We will try to absorb and readjust,’ and wind up 
by cutting out something that we think is important to be continued. 

Therefore, we want some specific testimony on that point. 

Senator Fercuson. That is why I was trying to cover each item 
because there are some items that could not be done on. 
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Mr. Gartock. On the specific items, Mr. Chairman, I would like 
to call the Army or Navy or Air Force witnesses. 

Senator Fercuson. But generally it is true that if they allowed 
you to absorb from some other appropriation, I mean some other 
project within the appropriation 


MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY 


Senator Corpon. Now, when you use the term “appropriation,”’ 
do you refer to the appropriation that is specified under the given 
heading? For instance, this is ‘‘Military personnel, Army.”’ 

Mr. Gar.ock. Yes, sir. That in the amount as passed by House is 
$4, 150,479,000. 

Senator Corpon. Let me follow up my question so that you will 
understand what I am asking. 

When you justified that you probably had an itemized statement, 
$4,211 million? 

Mr. Garuock. Yes, sit 

Senator Russeiti. You will find that on page 87, the next page. 

Senator Corpon. Within those items if you had the $4,150 million 
and were permitted flexibility within the items mentioned, but in no 
instance above the amount for each of the items, could you function? 

Mr. Gartock. Let me answer the question in two parts, if you 
please. 

With 1 respect to the total it is our opinion that we can. Whether 
the situation will vary so much during the year that any one project 
may overrun this estimate while others underrun, I would not want 
to say. 

We always stay pretty close to that, but if the price of food goes 
up a little bit more than you anticipated, or if your clothing hap- 
pens to be down a little bit, those will offset each other. It still 
pertains to the same number of people. 

So that within the total it is the opinion of the Army and the Office 
of the Secretary of Defense that we can live with the $4,150,479 ,000 
recommended by the House, if we do not have to take the $5 million 
out of that one project. 

Senator Frerauson. If you can keep it within? 

Mr. Gartock. That is right, if we take a little bit out of each 
of them. 

I just cannot say, Senator, that none of them will not overrun 
by a little bit. We are talking about variables of 1,300,000 men and 
forecasting precisely the grade structure they will be in every day 
of the year. You cannot do that. 

Senator Corpon. Your request was predicated upon these maxi- 
mums and if you got the full amount you would still have repre- 
sented that chase were the maximum amounts for these items? 

Mr. Garuock. Senator, I would like to put it this way: Those 
were our best estimates of what will be spent under each of these 
projects during the year and the history of our appropriation is that 
there are variations between projects, but not changing the program. 

In other words, we do not change the total number of people. We 
keep that constant. But as the clothing or the food goes up or down, 
you may adjust between the projects to meet your requirement. 
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Senator Corpon. The flexibility you want is one that is absolute, 
you do not want any maximum on it anywhere? 

Mr. Gartock. We have the maximum you have always provided 
in the appropriation total, sir. 

Senator Corpon. In the total, certainly. There is no flexibility 
about that, that is the total amount you are going to spend. 

Mr. Garuock. In that appropriation. 

Senator Corpon. Certainly, $4,150,479,000. 

Mr. Garuock. | said earlier, sir, when the committee makes the 
recommendations in their reports we tried to achieve those particular 
changes. 

Senator MaysBanxk. But this committee has not made any yet, that 
is why we have you down here, with due respect to the Secretary. 

Mr. Gartockx. When the House made that recommendation we 
did not feel that we could just let it go, that we had to come back 
to this committee and point out that we did not feel that we could 
live with that particular one. 

The best vehicle for bringing that to your attention was to ask for 
the money back. 


AUTHORITY TO INCUR DEFICIENCY 


Senator SALTONSTALL. Is it not true, Mr. Garlock, in this instance, 
if my memory is right, the statute is such that on feeding people 
and so on you can exceed the amount without coming back here and 
then come in for a deficiency? 

General Moorr. The statute provides in the case of subsistence 
and In medical supplies, and forage which is ho longer needed, but 
which is included, and a certain number of other things; you have 
the authority to incur a deficit in the event you need to continue to 
feed the Army. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. That is in this item? 

General Moore. It is in subsistence. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. So if we do not give you this $5 million, 
you can run a deficit if you have to? 

General Moore. We can continue to feed the Army even though 
you had to incur a deficit. 


CLOTHING ITEM 


Senator Ferauson. You mentioned the clothing item. Is this a 
fact that the Department advises that if the contemplated price 
reduction materializes the difference in cost between 1954 prices and 
revised cost will be approximately $3 900,000? 

General Moore. Senator, I am not familiar with that. 

Senator FerGcuson. But that is the kind of item that allows you 
to adjust. 

EFFECT OF REENLISTMENT RATE 


Mr. Garuock. If the reenlistment rate is a little bit higher than 
that figure. The clothing allowance for a reenlistment is not as great 
as fora newman. We will have almost 2 million different people in 
the Army during the year, although it will never be over, it will start 
at 1,400,000 and gradually phase down, but with the losses and the 
rains, 
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Now, if there is a little increase in reenlistment rate you will save 
the money on clothing. You will save it on transportation. 

On the other hand, if the reenlistment rate goes down, you have to 
pay for this initial equipping, which is the most expensive single item 
on your clothing cost. 

Senator Maynank. Your deduction on clothing is based upon 
reenlistment, not on the price of wool? 

Mr. Gartock. No, we are not changing the quantity of clothing 
the man has. I am just saying that in estimating a program of this 
magnitude with all of these little pieces in this, they can vary. 

Senator Taye. In other words, if a man is discharged and serves 
his time and does not reenlist, he carries away a certain amount of 
clothing, such as stockings, shirts, underwear, and the like, and the 
new man would have to have all of it issued, whereas if he reenlisted 
that first basic set of clothing stays in the Army to be worn out instead 
of going with the soldier to his civilian life? 

Mr. Gartock. When he goes out he takes his clothing with him 
If he reenlists he gets a small allowance for new clothing. If you take 
a brand new man in, he gets a new allowance for a whole new wardrobe 

Senator Tyr. If he goes to civilian life he carries with him certain 
Army clothing he will wear out and throw away in civilian life whereas 
if he reenlists that becomes servicable clothing that will be worn out 
in the service. 


LANGUAGE FOR TRANSFER AUTHORITY 


Senator Russetu. Mr. Garlock, you referred to a language change 
necessary to enable you to have the flexibility of these funds that will 
enable you to live with a lower figure, or did somebody else use that? 

Mr. Garuock. Senator, | was speaking of the report, not the 
specific appropriation language. 

Senator Russeiu. It was not necessary to change any language in 
the bill, but you were requesting permissive language in the Senate 
report which would — you to transfer these funds? 

Mr. Garuock. Yes, si 

Senator Russeuu. In ain words, you feel that you are bound 
by the breakdown in the House committee report and you would 
want something in the Senate committee’s report to offset that? 

Mr. Garuock. Yes, si 

Senator Russeuu. To anita you to make these transfers? 

Mr. Gartock. We try to follow the report of both committees, 
unless there is some compelling national emergency which would 
prevent it. 

LIMITATION ON AMOUNTS TRANSFERRED 


Senator RusseLtt. You would have no objection to language in 
the report which would limit the amount you might transfer so long 
as it was sufficient to enable you to tr ansfer within the reduction that 
was made? 

In other words, I do not like these unlimited grants of transfer- 
ability power. Iam perfectly willing to give you the power you need. 

General Moors. Senator Russell, what the De ‘partment nee oh is an 
assurance that we would not be violating the intent and will of th 
Congress in instances where it will be to the national interest to con- 
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tinue to procure the article or service for which the House reduced the 
amount, in the event that we could make savings within the appro- 
priations concerned to the extent necessary to do what we must do to 
balance the program. 

HOUSE ALLOWANCE 


Senator Russett. That is what I had in mind. The House 
allowed you some $60,800,000 less than the budget estimate in an 
item of over $4 billion. 

General Moore. Yes, sir 

Senator Russexu. If the committee report were to say we are not 
restoring the $60 million, but we do think that the Department would 
be justified in transferring items with this $60 million, that is all the 
authority you really need, is it not? 

General Moore. That is all we need. 

Senator RusseLu. That is what I am getting at. That will give 
you an unlimited transferability. 

Senator Corpon. So that you can increase the item as well 
decrease? 

Senator Russeuu. That is right. 

Senator Corpon. As far as that $4 billion is concerned, that is 
absolute transferability, not bound by anything. 

Senator Rosertson. Will this take care of the item we discussed 
in the morning about broadcast service? 

Senator Russpuiyu. That is in the next item, Senator Robertson. 
We have not reached that vet. 

Senator Ferauson. We have the Army who can speak. Let us 
bring in Mr. Roderick and General Honnen. They have items on 
page 86 and page 93. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


STATEMENTS OF ASSISTANT SECRETARY G. H. RODERICK, AND 
MAJ. GEN. G. HONNEN 


ABSORPTION OF HOUSE CUT 


Senator Ferauson. Mr. Roderick and Major General Honnen, I 
want to ask you gentlemen in relation to two items, one on page 86 
of our side slip and one on page 93, to ask you if proper language is 
put in the report permitting you to absorb the amount that was cut 
by the House, whether or not you believe that you could live within 
the amount so that you could transfer it from one item to the other 
in this appropriation. 

Mr. Roperick. Yes, sir; we could. 

Senator Ferauson. You could do that on both of these items? 

Mr. Ropertick. That is correct. 

Senator Corpon. Could I ask my question again? 

Senator Frerauson. Certainly, I want you to. 

Senator Corpon. My question is: Can you continue to function in 
this particular field if you do not have the power of transferability, but 
if you have the power of deduction from any of the maximums that 
you have set out in your own justification? 
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Mr. Ropericx. You mean without the flexibility, using that as the 
flexibility? 

Senator Corpon. That is the flexibility, you do not have enough 
money to meet these maximums, so you can reduce any one of them to 
any degree that you want. Would you care to increase any of them 
above the amount you said you would need? 

You have pay and allowances, military personnel, $3,209,100,000. 

Now, that would be a maximum, but you would reduce it by any 
part of the reduction made in your total, so with each of the items. 

Senator Ferauson. I do not see how it affects them at all because 
they cannot go above that now even though we gave them the money 
for this one item. 

Senator Corpon. You are giving them exactly what you gave them 
before. That is the whole burden of my refrain. 

General Moore. May | make a clarifying statement off the record 
for the benefit of the witness? 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator FerGuson. Do you want to repeat your question? 


MAXIMUMS FOR EXPENDITURES 


Senator Corpon. | think they understand it. I want to know if 
the figures you have used here can remain as maximums for expendi- 
tures under the several headings. 

You do not get enough money to meet each maximum because you 
are some $60 million short, but you can take that $60 million deduc- 
tion all out of any of them or spread it among them pro rata or any 
other way you want to, but you cannot exceed the figures you yourself 
have set down. Is that sound? 

General Honnen. That is correct. 

Mr. Roprericx. What I was worried about, Senator, was that our 
big item, for instance, is $47 million, but if you say that can be ad- 
justed within the applicable appropriation, yes. 

Senator Corpon. It can come out of any of them in any degree, 
but you do not transfer so that anyone you have more in it than you 
have set up yourself, that is all, in your budget estimate. 

Mr. Ropertck. That is exactly what we will do. 

Senator Rozgertson. If there is too much for cannon and not 
enough for bread and meat, why is that not transferrable? 

Mr. Gartock. Because the cannon is not in this. In this appro- 
priation are those things that go directly with the man, his pay, 
allowances, his transportation, his food, and his clothing. 

The real control on this appropriation is how many people do we 
have. That program we will stick with. 

Our point is that in getting this number of men in—as I say over 
the vears it will be at least 2 million different people—and forecasting 
the exact grade structure, exactly how much they are going to pay for 
beans and lettuce throughout the year, you get some variations. 

We do know that those variations run both ways. You get some 
that go up and some that go down. 

Now, we can stay within the total. I think, Senator, that we will 
probably stay within the maximums set forth in the justifications, but 
we do not want to, and I do not believe you will want us to, set up a 
whole complicated bookkeeping system to control it. 
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Now, what you are talking about is that the Office of the Secretary 
of the Army and Secretary of Defense watch to see that we stay in 
these areas. Yes, sir; we can do that. 

Senator Corpon. That is all I am interested in. That takes away 
any danger of your asking for $3,291 million in this first item, and 
where you have asked below here for other personnel cost of only 
$4.900,000, you cannot increase the $4,900,000 to $50,900,000 or 
$100,900,000; you have to stay within these limits unless there is 
some special extraordinary reason. 

That is the whole thing I sought to do. 

Mr. Garuock. Yes, sir. 

Senator FerGuson. That extraordinary reason would be permitted 
by statute under this item. 

Mr. Garuock. If we were going to make a change of as much as 
from $4 million to $50 million, we would come back and tell you about 
it. We would not take a chance on doing that without your approval. 

Senator Haypen. If we make this arrangement and we go to con- 
ference with the House and the House does not agree with it, where 
are you? 

I would like to have some slack in that. That is what bothers me. 

Senator Ropertson. We would then be the latest law and the 
latest law would govern. 

Senator Ferauson. We can talk about that later. 

Senator SatronsTaLL. Do | understand under the item ‘Military 
personnel, Army,’”’ what Senator Cordon’s suggestion is, is that they 
find $60 million, $60,821,000 somewhere in this thing without going 
over the top limits of anyone; is that correct? 

Senator Corpvon. Pardon me. What was that? 

Senator SALTONSTALL. My question is: In this item “Military 
personnel, Army,”’ if we do not change the figures but put something 
in the report, it is up to them to find $5 million and not the $60 
million? 

Senator Corpon. You are wrong. You have, first, the $5 million 
they say they do not have to look for if they can readjust all of the 
appropriations for the total amount of the House reduction. 

That is what you said, is it not? 

Mr. Garuock. No. 

Senator SatronstaLL. Am I correct in my interpretation of what 
you said? 

* Senator Corpon. No. You have a request here in 1955 for 
$4,211 million. 

The House gave $4,150 million. So you have in rough numbers 
$60 million less appropriated than you asked for. 

Now, of necessity, you have $60 million less to spend. Therefore, 
you must adjust downward your expenditures so as to get what 
you need with $60 million less of money. 

My suggestion is that you can get that anywhere within the various 
justified items and the $5 million ceases to have any validity here at 
all because you are not getting the $5 million cutoff. 

Senator Fxrcuson. Page 93. 


MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS, ARMY 


Senator Russeiu. This is the same general principle that is involved 
here. This is for maintenance and operations of the Army? 








os 
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General Honnen. Right, 

Senator Russet. Where you had a budget estimate for $3,316 
million and the House cut it by the sum of $467 million down to $2,795 
million, you gentlemen take the position that you can absorb this $467 
million by transferring funds? 

Mr. Roprerick. Yes. 


USE OF GERMAN FUNDS 


Mr. Gartock. It is both yes and no. You will notice there is 
language picked up here which lets us use German funds made avail- 
able to us without depositing United States dollars. That accounts 
for $264 million of this. 

We could not absorb all of that if it were not for the provision of 
using deutschemarks without reimbursement. 

Senator RusseLtt. The House gave you $250 million of German 
funds? 

Mr. Garuock. That is correct. 

Senator Russe. That is in the bill? 

Mr. Garuock. Yes. 

Senator Russeuu. So you are really absorbing $210 million, or $215 
million in this item? 


OVERSEAS RADIO FOR TROOPS OVERSEAS 


Senator Russe.u. I want to make particular inquiry and I do not 
want to have any misunderstanding whatever about this item so far 
as I am concerned. You state when you appeared before the com- 
mittee that if this reduction were permitted to stand that you would 
have to eliminate your overseas radio for the troops overseas. 

Now, does this absorption contemplate any curtailment whatever 
in that program? I am willing to cut off a few guns, but I am not 
willing to curtail the overseas radio for these men. I think it is the 
most important morale factor we have. 

General Honnrn. I assure you, Senator Russell, that if we get the 
language or the authority which we have been discussing we will con- 
tinue this activity at its present level. 

Senator RusseLu. You will not leave off a single football game or 
World Series game on that broadcast? 

General Honnren. No, sir. 

Senator Russe. They will all go overseas? 

General HonNEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Russe.Lu. I want the record to be perfectly clear when you 
go to reduce it that you are not going to reduce that, because I do not 
think there is a more important item in this bill. 

General HONNEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Russet. We may be assured, then, that that program will 
be carried on as fully and as comprehensively as it has in the past? 

General Honnen. | assure you of that. 

Senator ELLENDER. Before we discharge the Army, may I ask a few 
questions? 

Senator Fereuson. The gentleman from Louisiana. 


48244-——54 3 
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EXPANSION OF PERMANENT CAMP FACILITIES 


Senator ELLENDER. Sometime ago when it was decided to do away 
with Camp Polk in Louisiana, I got the distinct understanding from 
the Army that no funds would be asked, nor would any funds be pro- 
vided, to expand facilities at your permanent camps to take care of 
the troops that you transferred from the temporary camps to your 
permanent camps. 

[ would like to know what your answer is. As I understand, we 
have ninety-some-odd permanent camps. I was given to understand 
by the Army that the facilities at these ninety-odd camps were 
sufficient to take care of the troops you would transfer from Camp 
Polk—a temporary camp 

Now, the question is: Do you have any money, do you ask for any 
money here to expand any of these current facilities in order to take 
care of these men you are transferring from the temporary camp? 


CAMP POLK AND CAMP PICKETT 
STATEMENT OF LT. COL. W. P. LEBER 


Colonel Leper. No, sir; we do not. There is no money, as I under- 
stand it, in this bill for any construction at any camp to expand the 
camp or to te ake care of the troops being removed from Camp Polk, 
Camp Pickett, or any other camp that is being closed. 

Senator ELLenprER. In other words, the facilities at the permanent 
camps are of sufficient size in order to take care of all the troops 
moving to the permanent camps? 

Colonel Leper. That is true. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have you provided for any moneys in order to 
build permanent structures at any of these permanent camps? 

Colonel Leper. Yes, sir. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why is that necessary? 


rROOPS LIVING IN TEMPORARY STRUCTURES 


Colonel Lenser. Because the troops are now living in temporary 
structures and we are trying to improve the living conditions of these 
troops. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why could not those temporary camps be used 
for another year or two until maybe we get over this emergency that 
is now facing us? 

Colonel Lesnrr. We do not need the capacity in these temporary 
camps. The size of the Army is being reduced and we no longer need 
the capacity. So we must close these camps in order to come within 
the money we have for operation. 

Senator ELLENDER. | am talking about your permanent camps 
now. lamnot talking about vour te mpor' irv camps. You now have, 
you say, these permanent camps with sufficient facilities to take care 
of all of the Armed Forces? 

Colonel Leper. Yes, sir 

inka E_.Lenper. And yet you are asking us, as I understand 

for money in order to build permanent facilities at these perman- 
ent camps. 
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Colonel Leper. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Senator ELtenpgeR. Why do you not defer that until after this 
emergency ceases? 

May I put it this way: Why should you use this emergency in 
order to get us to appropriate money to build facilities of a per- 
manent nature at these permanent camps? 

General HONNEN. May I answer that in part? 

Senator ELLeNDER. I wish you would, because I remember a few 
years ago, Mr. Chairman, in 1950, there was a move on to take 
advantage of the Korean war in order to get this committee to build 
permanent facilities at our camps when, as a matter of fact, you 
had sufficient facilities at the time. 

Senator Fereuson. Of course, it is not in this bill. 

Mr. Roperick. It is not in the bill, but it is in the military con- 
struction bill. 

Senator ELLenperR. I am sorry, then. 

So you do not have any money in this bill? 

Mr. Ropverick. Not in this bill. 

Senator ELtenper. I would like to call that to your attention. 
I presume that bill is going to come before your committee? 

Senator Cuavez. What difference does it make whether it is in this 
bill or that bill? 

Senator ELtenper. The emergency in which we find ourselves 
should not be used in order to get us to appropriate money for per- 
manent structures at any of these camps. 


REPLACEMENT OF TEMPORARY STRUCTURES 


General Honnen. The permanent structures we are asking money 
for are to replace temporary structures on permanent bases. 

Senator ELLeNpDER. Are not those temporary structures sufficient 
now to house these people? 

Colonel Leser. It is the standard quality of the living quarters 
that we are trying to improve. 

Mr. Gartock. When we come before you on the public works bill, 
we will have a request for 40,000 new barracks bases for the Army. 
We feel that is a very important addition to our establishment in the 
United States. We believe when we present the full story to the 
committee you will concur in the justification. 

If we are not going to have reasonably good facilities, either re- 
placing old barracks, most of which were built at the beginning of 
World War II 

Senator ELLenNpER. They are no longer usable? 

Mr. Garuock. There are people living in them, but I would say 
they are not usable, and I do not think the committee, on inspection 
of them, or on inspection of pictures of them, will want us to continue 
to use them. We cannot continue facilities like that and expect to 
get a reasonable reenlistment rate in the Army if we are not going to 
provide some improvement in those living conditions. 

That will be presented when we come up on our military construc- 
tion bill. 

Senator ELtenpEr. I hope the chairman makes note of this. 

Mr. Chairman, if I may be permitted, I would like to be notified 
when that matter comes up before the committee. 
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Senator Fercuson. The clerk is instructed to notify you when 
that matter comes up. 

Senator Roperrson. May I ask if any of these witnesses can give 
me some information on Camp Pickett? 

General Honnen. Yes, sir. 


PROCUREMENT AND PRODUCTION FUNDS 


Senator SatronsTauL. I would like to ask this question of Mr. 
Garlock: I have in front of me the obligation chart approved by the 
Comptroller, dated June 7, 1954. Under procurement and produc- 
tion, for which there is no item in this year’s budget, it shows that at 
the end of the next fiscal year there will be unobligated in procurement 
and production approximately $5 billion. 

You have that now and that will be carried over and there will be 
a substantial amount of that, I understand over $2 billion unobligated 
a year from this June. Is that correct? 

Mr. Garuock. Yes, sir 


CARRYOVER OF UNOBLIGATED BALANCES 


Senator SALTONSTALL. So that we could have the question before 
us, if we wanted to allow you to carry over for subsequent vears, there 
being no new procurement or production money in this year’s budget, 
whether we want to permit you to carry over approximately $2 billion 
in 1955, or take a fresh look at it next vear; is that not right? 

Mr. Garuock. Yes, sir; that particular question has been before 
each group that has reviewed this budget. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. If that is true, why can we not transfer 
approximately $2 billion from procurement and production into 
maintenance and operation and save $2 billion of new obligations or 
new appropriations this year? 

Mr. Garuock. Technically, Senator, it is possible. We have pre- 
sented no information to this committee or the House committee 
which would indicate that we would require that $2 billion. The 
matter was considered in the executive branch before the bill was sent 
up and it was thought advisable to leave that money in the production 
and procurement appropriation? 

The House concurred in that action except for $500 million. 

So that we believe that nothing would be gained by doing it, because 
neither the Secretary of the Army nor the Secretary of Defense plans 
to use more than set forth before this committee. 


POLICY DECISION 


Senator SatronsraLu. Then it becomes, does it not, a question of 
psychology or a question of policy and whether it would look well to 
cut $2 billion off procurement money that vou are not going to spend, 
or to leave that money there and let it lie idle for a year with the ides 
that a year from now you might want to come up and spend more of 
that money? 

Mr. Garutock. Yes, sir; it is strictly a policy decision. 

Senator SaLTronsTALL. And that policy decision is based on psy- 
chology? 
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Mr. Gartock. I would agree with you on that. 

Chairman Bripces. Why is it based on psychology? 

Senator RusseLy. We are basing everything on psychology now, 
Supreme Court decisions and everything else. 

Chairman BripGes. I do not see how we can base its use on psy- 
chology. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Might I most respectfully say what I have 
in the back of my mind when I make that statement? 

As to whether it is good judgment, in view of the present conditions 
in Indochina and all over the world to take out of procurement of the 
Army $2 billion at the present time and put it into operation and 
maintenance with the knowledge that you are not going to use that 
money, or whether it is better to leave it there with the idea you are 
not cutting the Army’s expenditures down to too low a limit. 

Mr. Garztock. Everyone in this room and everyone in the Congress 
would thoroughly translate it, but when it traveled over the news 
wires, they would see $2 billion reduction in the Army. They would 
not see $2 billion for 1956. They would just see the 2 billion redue- 
tion. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. But it will not change any Army planning? 

Mr. Roprerick. Not a particle. 

Chairman Bripegxs. It would save appropriated money this year 
would it not? 

Senator Fercuson. The money is not actually lying there; the 
money is authorized in the appropriation. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. It means that Congress next year would get 
a closer look at what the Army is doing. 

Senator Fercuson. That is correct. It also effects this large carry- 
over we have in these appropriation figures of unused money. 

Is that not true? 

Mr. Garuock. I would like the record to show that it would not be 
presented to the committee. Just this year the Army, although asking 
for no mone v. the ‘Vv prese ‘nted a detailed list of what the Vy were going to 
use for carryover money just as though they were asking for new 
money. 

If the Congress disagreed with individual items or with the level 
of procurement, they would have the same opportunity to act as if it 
were pew money. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. So that theore tically there would be no sav- 
ing if ~ Army needs procurement next year? 

Mr. Gartock. That is correct. The a aciied from the Treas- 
ury will not be affected one way or the other by whether the $2 billion 
is left in this appropriation or aaa ‘d against another one 

Senator SALTONSTALL. The only thing that would be affected is that 
the appropriation bill this year will be $2 billion less, or whatever 
amount was cut out? 

Mr. Garuock. Yes, sit 

Sprater Bap rONet he I brought it up, Senator Russell, because 


as I understand it, | thought that was a er that ought to be 
discussed in this cdr as to whether it should or should not be 
done. 


| think there are some strong reasons for not doing it. On the 
other hand, feeling that the questions I asked would be answered in the 
affirmative, I wanted to get that in the record. 
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FUNDS FOR UNUSUAL EMERGENCY 


Senator Russeiu. If some emergency were to arise on the 20th of 
August and the Congress was at home, you could obligate that money 
fast, could you not? 

Mr. Gartock. Yes, sir. 

Senator Russe.y.. It would not be spent unless some unusual 
emergency did arise? 

Mr. Gartock. That is right. Unless some unusual emergency 
arises we will stay within the program the Army has presented to you. 

Senator Russe. Is it a kind of a nest egg for procurement if an 
emergency that we cannot now foresee, which involves the security of 
this Nation, were to be thrust upon us? 

Mr. Garuock. That is correct. 


CAMP PICKETT 


Senator Rospertson. Mr. Chairman, Camp Pickett is a minor 
matter, but it means a lot to the 15,000 people down in Virginia. 

As I say, we are glad that we had an area that was pleasing to the 
military which trained some men there, 70,000 a month, and moved 
them up to Camp A. P. Hill where they could get artillery training 
and where those who wanted to do amphibious training could go a 
few miles down the Atlantic Ocean and then pull out. 

Now they say ‘‘No’’, they cannot afford to use it any more. The 
Air Force says, ‘‘We have to have a new one, this does not suit us.” 

The last I heard on it is that the Navy was going to work out some 
plans for some MATS organization. 

Then Senator Byrd and I introduced a bill and said, “If you do not 
need this, let us have it back. We have a good industry that can 
use it.” 

They said, ‘‘No, this is the best training area we have. We would 
not think of giving it up.” 

What is the present situation? 

Colonel Leper. Camp Pickett was established in 1942 during 
World War II and was used as a training station for both air and 
ground forces and as a staging area. 

Camp Pickett consists of 45,666 acres of land acquired in fee by the 
Government at a cost of $1,181,405 and 269 acres leased from the 
municipality of Blackstone, Va., for an annual rental of $750. 


TOTAL EXPENDITURES ON CAMP 


As of June 30, 1953, the Army had expended $44,461,523 to adapt 
the land to military use and for the construction of fac hitiss on the 
installation. 

The Army estimates the replacement value of this installation is 
$87,500,000. 

The installation is of temporary type construction. It has a gross 

sapac ity of 37,400 troops, with necessary supporting facilities. 

The airfield has four concrete runways and paved aprons and taxi 
strips. 

Senator Rospertson. They are wide runways, too? 
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Colonel Leper. Three hundred feet. 

Senator Ropertson. How long are they? 

Colonel Leper. Two of them are 1 mile long. 

Camp Pickett was inactivated in February 1946, and was temporar- 
ily active during the period May 1948 through July 1949 as a training 
installation. 

In August 1950 the station was activated to support the rapid ex- 
pansion of the Army brought about by the action in Korea. 

Camp Pickett is now scheduled to be inactivated on June 30, 1954. 
This action is necessitated by the decreased strength of the Army and 
the necessity for the Department of the Army to consolidate its 
activities to as few installations as possible in order to save funds and 
manpower. 

Although the reduced strength of the current Army has decreased 
training requirements and necessitated the inactivation of Camp 
Pickett, this camp remains a vital part of the Army’s mobilization 
base. 

Senator Ropertson. In other words, you are not going to give it up? 


INCLUDED IN MOBILIZATION PLANS 


Colonel Leper. No, sir. Current mobilization plans call for the 
activation of Camp Pickett on M-day for use as a training center 
and staging area. 

Senator Ropertson. Which day is that? 

Colonel Leper. M-day. Under current plans we must build 
approximately 600,000 barracks spaces in the first year of war. That 
is after M-day. 

If the bill which you mentioned is passed, it would reduce the 
Army’s military potential in the early stages of mobilization and would 
require the acquisition and construction of a comparable facility 
immediately following M-day. 

Based on current construction cost the Army estimates this new 
facility would cost $87.500,000. 

With regard to the utilization of inactive stations it is the policy of 
the Department of the Army to assure their productive use for pur- 
poses consistent with the mobilization requirement. 

The Army plans to continue to use Camp Pickett for summer 
training of reserve components. During the coming summer 2,200 
National Guard and 8,300 Army Reserve are scheduled to train at 
Camp Pickett. 

Senator Ropertson. Did not the Army offer to let the Air Force 
take it over rather than spend 4 or 5 times as much building a new 
field? 

Colonel Leper. Yes, sir. The Air Force surveyed the facilities, 
as I understand it, and General Asensio, I believe, can answer for the 
Air Force. 

General Asensto. Mr. White, our Assistant Secretary, can give that 
information. 

Senator Rospertson. I[ have to show this record to my constituents, 
It is a matter of vital concern, not a matter of curiosity with me. 

You clve the Air Force position. 
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AIR FORCE SURVEY OF CAMP PICKETT 


STATEMENT OF HON. H. LEE WHITE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF 
THE AIR FORCE, AND MAJ. GEN. M. J. ASENSIO 


Mr. Wuire. We looked into it because we wanted to make sure 
there was not going to be a station of the Army turned back that could 
be used somewhere in the Government. 

We found that we cannot use it, either. We went into this question 
to see whether we could use Camp Pickett because we felt that with a 
station of that size and magnitude belonging to the Government every 
attempt should be made to try to utilize it. 

Now, our decusion is that we cannot. 

Senator Rospertson. Did you decide to reopen that little small 
airfield in North Carolina about 40 miles away? 

Mr. Wuirer. | do not know, sir. 


REOPENING OF NORTH CAROLINA FIELD 


Senator Ropertson. One that you closed down. I heard that you 
were going to rebuild that and turn down Camp Pickett. It is in 
North Carolina, not far from Raleigh. My information was that 
you were going to use that North Carolina field because it was 30 
miles closer to the ocean. You wanted to get that much closer to 
the ocean. 


REASONS FOR NOT SELECTING CAMP PICKETT 


Mr. Wurrr. This is a matter that is not in my area in the Air 
Force. I happen to be over here on the appropriations bill, but IJ 
have the study in front of me. 

The first reason that we say we can’t use it is that we discussed it 
with the Civil Aeronautics Administration to find out whether they 
could reroute the civilian air traffic around Pickett if we picked it up 
for jet use. 

We need a radius of about 35 to 40 miles in order for our jet aircraft 
to operate. 

The Civil Aeronautics Administration said that to reroute the traffic 
and for them to handle it, it would require an expenditure of a mini- 
mum of $1,500,000, plus a yearly appropriation for the Air Force 
maintenance and operation. They thought it would cost a lot more. 

Secondly, we got a letter from the Air Transport Association of 
America protesting vehemently against disrupting civilian traffic over 
that area because of what it would do when we put our jets in there. 

The second thing we did was to query our commanders to see 
whether there was any mission in the Air Force that could be per- 
formed down in that area, and all of our commanders came back and 
said they had no possible use for Pickett. 

Also, there is the requirement that the Army has to have Camp 
Picket as an M-day camp. The Air Force could not very well afford 
to go into Pickett and use it as a base and then if war came along, have 
the Army take it over as a training area. 

Senator Rosertson. Is there any plan in the Defense Department 
anywhere to use Camp Pickett for anything? 
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USE FOR NATIONAL GUARD TRAINING 


Colonel Leper. For National Guard Reserve summer training, 
which I mentioned. 

Senator Ropertson. That will be 6 weeks. 

Colonel Leper. And for mobilization. 

Senator Robertson. There is no plan, as I understand it, anywhere 
in the Defense Department to put a unit of any kind there that will 
be there 12 months out of the year? You will move the National 
Guard down there for 3 weeks? 

Colonel LeBper. Summer training. 

Senator ELLENDER. I wonder if we can find out where these troops 
were transferred and what was the saving to the Government. 

Colonel Lenser. The troops that were at Camp Pickett were trans- 
ferred to Fort Meade, one of our permanent stations, and to Fort 
Sam Houston, Tex., another permanent station. 


NET SAVINGS ON CLOSING CAMP PICKETT 


It cost to operate Camp Pickett in the fiscal year 1954 $4,394,000. 
We estimate that it will cost about $1 million to close the station. 
It will cost about $1,225,000 to move the troops from Pickett to the 
new stations. It will increase the operating cost at the new stations, 
because of this added influx, about $200,000 a year. 

It will cost us $400,000 to keep Pickett in a standby condition each 
year. 

So we realize a net saving the first year after closure of $1,461,000. 

The second year after closure we will realize a saving of about 
$4 million. 

Senator ELtrnpER. That will be the amount you expect to save 
each year thereafter? 

Colonel Leper. That is right. 


CAMP POLK 


Senator ELLENDER. Now, as in the case of Camp Polk, you do not 
contemplate building additional facilities at Meade and at Fort Sam 
Houston to take care of those troops? 

Colonel Leper. No, sir. 

Senator Rosi RTSON. I should like for Secretary of Defense Wilson 
to submit to the committee for insertion in the record a statement 
concerning the future of Camp Pickett. 

(The statement referred to follows: 

THE SECRETARY OF DEFEN 
Washington, June 11, 1954 
Hon. Homer FErRGusSOoON, 
Chairman. Armed Services Subcommittee. 


United Stotes Senate. 


Dear Mr. CuarrMan: In accordance with a request made on June 10, 1954 


during the hearings on the fiscal vear 1955 Department of Defense appropriation 
bill, there is attached a statement prepared by the Department of the Army witb 
respect to the Army’s plans for the utilization of Camp Pickett, Va. 


Sincerely yours, 


C. E. Witson 
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Camp Pickett, Va., was established in 1942, and during World War II, was used 
as a training station for both Air and Ground Forces, and as a staging area. Camp 
Pickett, Va., consists of 45,666 acres of land acquired in fee by the Government 
at a cost of $1,181,405 and 269 acres leased from the municipality of Blackstone, 
Va., for an annual rental of $750. As of June 30, 1953, the Army has expended 
$44,461,523 to adapt the land to military use and for the construction of facilities 
on the installation. The Army estimates the replacement value of this installa- 
tion as $87,500,000. The installation is of temporary-type construction, has a 
gross capacity of 37,400 troops with the necessary supporting facilities. The 
airfield has 4 concrete runways and paved aprons, and taxi strips. Camp Pickett 
was inactivated in February 1946 and was temporarily ae during the period 
May 1948 to July 1949 as a training installation. In August 1950, the station 
was activated to support the rapid expansion of the Army brought about by the 
action in Korea. Camp Pickett is now scheduled to be inactivated on June 30, 
1954. This action is necessitated by the decreased strength of the Army and the 
necessity for the Department of the Army to consolidate its activities on as few 
installations as possible, in order to save funds and manpower. 

Although the reduced strength of the Army, and decreased training requirements 
have necessitated the inactivation of Camp Pickett, it remains a vital part of the 
Army’s mobilization base. Current mobilization plans call for the activation of 
Camp Pickett on M-day for use as a training center and staging area. Under 
current plans, we must build approximately 600,000 barracks spaces in the first 
year of war. Passage of the bill mentioned by Senator Robertson would reduce 
the Army mobilization potential in the early stages of mobilization and would re- 
quire the acquisition and construction of a comparable facility immediately fol- 
lowing M-day Based on current construction costs, the Army estimates this 
new facility would cost $87,500,000. 

With regard to the utilization of inactive installations, it is the policy of the 
Department of the Army to assure their productive use for purposes consistent 
with the mobilization requirement. The Army plans to continue the use of Camp 
Pickett for the summer training of Reserve components. During this coming 
summer, 2,20) National Guard and 8,349 Army Reserve personnel are scheduled 
for training at Camp Picketts 


MAINTENANCE AND OPERATION, ARMY 


Senator MaGanuson. On title VI, ‘‘Maintenance and operations’’, 
you are asking for restoration of $174,383,000, or $3,577 million. 
Senator Frercuson. That is page 265 on the side slip. 


CLOSING SEMICHI BASE IN ALEUTIANS 


Senator MaGcnuson. You have saved some money from last year 
in some curtailment and one of the curtailments that Senator Thye 
and myself and all of us Senators along the northern tier have been 
quite concerned about is part of that savings that apparently comes 
from your decision to close Semichi at the end of the Aleutian Chain, 
in which you have an investment running into millions of dollars 
and where your operations costs are running about $1 million a year, 
I think a little too high to operate the base, and that could be cut down. 

Now, the problem there is that if you close Semichi, which is next to 
Attu, the last island, you close one of the important air routes in the 
world, the Northern Pacific route. You close the shortest route to 
Korea. 

You require all these operations to go around through Honolulu 
up through Wake and into Okinawa and that way, which is about 
from 1,800 in some instances, to 2,000 miles further. 

All you have to do is take your globe to see that. 

The gas costs alone on that type of operation, I think, would run 
almost higher than what it costs you to operate Semichi. 
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Now, it is true that there are some military reasons. I believe 
General Twining has written me and I have talked to Mr. Talbott 
regarding the question of whether you could defend Semichi and that 
sort of thing. 

NORTHERN PACIFIC AIR ROUTE 


Nevertheless, we have an important air route which takes ntilitary 
planes, both Canadian, Pacific, Northwest, Scandinavian, and MATS 
uses it a great deal, and Korea still is not settled, and | remember just 
before the Korean war in July the Department of Defense decided to 
do the same thing and in August Korea broke out and it became the 
busiest and most important airport in the whole Pacific. 

Now, I appreciate that there has to be some permanent solution 
to this. So we have done some negotiating with the CAA which now 
operates Midway which the military use, and they have been a little 
reluctant, but finally I think have agreed to a plan for the permanency 
of that North Pacific route, by taking Cold Bay, which is 800 miles 
or _ as new equipment comes in they can fly that longer dis- 
tance to Tokyo without Semichi—I suppose it would be a kind of 
eats place—but because of the time element, if this is closed 
July 1, in other words, phasing out of Semichi as we phase in Cold 
Bay, and | understand they will be up here in the supplemental 
appropriation, I am wondering if you would have any objection or 
if you would agree with us that if we had to operate, with the sum of 
$5,000 for operations and maintenance in an item involving billions, 
you could keep going there at least until the Cold Bay operation 
phased in? 

Mr. Wuire. The difficulty is that this is a matter in which neither 
General Asensio nor I are involved. I would agree to do this, if it is 
all right with you, Senator. When I get back this afternoon to find 
out what the problems are and find out whether this amount of 
money would cover. 

We are offering to give up a part of this maintenance and operation 
money, more than is here. 

If | could come back and check with the committee tomorrow, I 
think 

Senator Macnuson. I would not want you to dip into what you 
apparently have trimmed down. I am thinking of an additional 
amount. Supposing Cold Bay was ready by September 1, you would 
only use the amount that is necessary for the phasing in. 

Mr. Garuock. I can assure you that if you come up with a proposal 
that phases CAA into a base and leaves us to phase out, we will be 
happy to work it out with you and CAA. 


EFFECT ON AIRLINE SUBSIDIES 


Senator MaGnuson. Because it is really important. 

Another thing, just for the record, we have figures from the Post 
Office Department alone that flying that extra 2,000 miles will cost 
more in their per-ton-per-mile pay than it costs to keep the base open. 

Senator TuHyr. And possibly in the airline subsidies as well. 

Senator MaGnuson. It is an interdepartmental situation, but it is 
something we Should not just abruptly close on July 1 and then have 
it all fouled up and vou have to come back. 
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Of course, I think you should not have closed Semichi anyway for 
$1 million. 

We never did abandon a world route like that. 

But, anyway, we are trying to work it out. 

Senator Tuyr. Mr. Chairman, I would like to add this thought to 
the able statement of the Senator from Washington on this question. 
That is that here is this entire northwest region, we are not hesitating 
at all to put in all the radar and all the defense installations in that 
northern region. 

Here you have an established base that gives you the safety into the 
Orient by the shortest possible route, and we are now talking about 
closing it down before even Cold Bay has been reactivated. 

It is just not consistent with good defense measures to do a thing 
like that. 

For that reason I feel that we should not close down Semichi. If we 
do close it down, we should definitely know that Cold Bay was ready 
to operate because you cannot close that big, wide northwest route, 
knowing that we are still in a very precarious situation in Korea. 


FLIGHTS INTO TOKYO 


Then we have our flights into Tokyo. All of this is involved. 

I cannot concur in the idea that we are going to save a few hundred 
thousand dollars or a million dollars by closing down Semichi and 
then jeopardizing these airlines and our whole national safety in that 
northwest region. 

Senator Macnuson. Another thing is that although the Air Force 
may show that saving, it is out of one pocket into another, because of 
the extra cost that is going to be involved in the airmail subsidy and 
the post office. 

Mr. Wuire. I can assure you that if CAA is going to open Cold 
Bay; and it is only a question of holding Semichi open we will do what 
we can. 

If you gentlemen seem willing to add whatever is necessary for 
operation and maintenance to keep it open we will do it and I will 
inform the committee tomorrow what the figure is. 

Senator Fercuson. You are going to ask this committee to pass 
on whether we should keep it open? 

Mr. Wuirr. No. The Senator suggested that we add $500,000 
to the maintenance and operation appropriation. 

Senator Macnuson. I said if we did. 

Senator Frercuson. If they did what? 

Senator Macnuson. Add a sufficient amount to keep Semichi 
going until they phase in with Cold Bay. 

Senator Frrcuson. Then they would do it if we put that money in? 

Senator Maanuson. Yes, they will keep it going. 

Senator Ferauson. Do you want to keep it going? 
judge of the operation. 

Mr. Wuire. If Cold Bay is going to open in 2 or 3 months, the 
Senator points out it would not be wise to close Semichi for 2 or 3 
months until Cold Bay comes in. 

Senator Corpon. Why could not CAA take over the outer base 
until you get the other one activated? 

Senator Maanuson. We have to worry about the appropriation. 


You are the 
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Mr. Gartock. If the committee decides to finance Cold Bay, or 
some other operation like that for CAA, we will be having to work 
out the phasing so that they will take it over without a break. 

Senator MaGnuson. That is all we wanted to know. This com- 
mittee will have to do one or the other. 


NEW HOUSING IN FRENCH MOROCCO 


Senator CHavez. Gentlemen, my question will be very simple and 
brief. Is there in the bill here provision for new housing in French 
Morocco, in Africa, for our Air Force personnel? 

General Asensio. No, sir; we are treating with eight appropria- 
tions, but the appropriation for public works has just been submitted 
as a supplemental. 

Senator Cuavez. It will be a supplemental and not an item in this 
bill? 

General Asrenstio. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Cuavez. I feel that something should be done. I noticed 
a little while ago they were trying to take care of housing in continental 
United States. 

Now I feel that those airbases there, where we send our soldiers and 
their families, they are living over there under almost slum conditions. 
I think something should be done to try to get a little housing there. 

| hope that the supplemental will contain an item that will try to 
take care of those folks. They are lost out in the wilds. I hope that 
you will have in the supplemental something that will provide at least 
a way to take care of housing of American wives, American mothers, 
and soldiers, and so forth. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Senator Chavez, have you finished? 

Senator Cuavez. I am through, but I do want to insist upon the 
fact that we must have these folks taken care of. American female 
personnel have to go out 40 or 50 feet away from the place in order 
to attend to nature’s business at nighttime. I think it is a shame. 

Mr. Wurre. I have it in mind, and we are coming up with a public- 
works bill separate and distinct from this appropriation bill. This 
appropriation bill covers everything except public works. 

Senator Cuavez. We do hope that you have French Morocco in 
mind for our personnel. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR ForcE 
MAJOR PROCUREMENT OTHER THAN AIRCRAFT 


Senator SavTonsTALu. The first Air Foree item is on page 270 on 
the side slip, major procurement other than aircraft. You ask for 
$60,636,000. 

You are willing to absorb this if language in the report does not 
specify where it is going to be absorbed? 

Mr. Wuirs. That is right. The House in their report said we 
should absorb $60 million and specified 2 areas. 

We cannot absorb them in those two areas although we are willing 
to let the money go provided the restrictive language is taken out. 

Senator Corpon. Have you any objection to furnishing some lan- 
guage for the report? 
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Mr. Wurre. | would have no objection, sir. 
Senator SALTONSTALL. Are there any further questions on that 
item? 
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 


‘ 


If not, the next item is “Research and development.”’ 

Mr. White S21ys that he feels the Air Force needs this money. 
Is that correct, Mr. White? That is page 277. 

Mr. Wuite. That is correct, Senator Saltonstall. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. Are there any questions of Mr. White on 
that item? 

Senator Corpon. How much money do they need? 

Mr. Warts. $21,500,000. 

Senator Corpon. You cannot absorb that? 

Mr. Wurtz. We cannot absorb that in research and development 
because the key to the whole future of the Air Force is in research 
and development. 

Senator ELLenperR. That is your budget estimate? 

Mr. Wuirze. Yes. 

Senator MaGnuson. When you dole out these research funds, do 
you do the research yourselves, armywise, or for instance, do you 
take, like in my town, and assign some of that to Boeing? 

Mr. Wuits. We assign it to industry as well as ourselves. 

Senator Maanuson. You do both? 

Mr. Wuirz. That is right. 


MAINTENANCE AND OPERATION 


Senator SALTONSTALL. The next is page 285 of the side slip, “‘Main- 
tenance and operation.”” Mr. White says their request for restoration 
can be reduced by $32 million without a program change. 

He personally feels that the $50 million for spare parts will be cut 
if they were given the balance requested. 

Mr. White, do you have anything to add? 

Mr. Wuirse. Let me make an amendment to the way you said it, 
sir. We could take a $32-million cut init. In other words, the House 
cut us $174 million, and we could stand $32 million without a program 
change. 

Anything over the $32 million results in redoing programs which 
takes about 3 or 4 months. You have to start cutting back to try 
to find out where it is coming out. 

Now, I do not argue that a year from now I might not be able to 
say | would take more than $32 million, but I cannot pick the areas 
out today where I can take it. 

I think the Air Force’s good faith was shown last year because we 
turned back $200 million of 1-year money we found we did not need 
to use. 

FUNDS FOR SPARE PARTS 


The question on the $50 million comes to this, that if the Senate 
feels that the $32 million is not sufficient, we could possibly—but this 
is stretching it—we might be able to move this other $18 million 
which is the total of $50 million, which is represented by the spare 
parts money, but we could not take the $50 million out of “Spare 
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parts.” It would have to be generally against ‘‘Maintenance and 
operation.” 

| would feel a lot better if you took only $32 million 

Senator Russe_L. You are asking us to restore $174 million? 

Mr. Waite, Less $32 million. 

Senator Russeiu. $142 million? 

Mr. Waite. That is nght 


GERMAN FUNDS 


Mr. Gartock. I would like to clear for the record the difference 
between the $174 million and the $292,208,000 which the House took 
out was German funds made available to us by language in the House 
version without reimbursement. 

Senator Ferauson. We understand that. That is in there 

Mr. Gartock. That is right. 

I want to show the difference is taken care of 

Mr. Wuirr. Actually if you forget the deutschemarks, then you 
come out with the House’s $174 million. [am saying out of this true 
cut of $174 million we could take $32 million. 

Senator Corpon. I think we understand that. 

Senator Russe_i. How did you happen to overestimate your need 
for spare parts so much, to begin with? 

Mr. Wuire. I made it clear I thought a minute ago that we could 
not take the cut in spare parts. We would take a $32 million cut; if 
necessary, we would take the $50 million, which happens to be the 
total amount taken on spare parts, but we would not apply the $50 
million against spare parts. 

In other words, I refer to the same statement I made 5 minutes 
ago as to the effect of the flexibility, | would have to have flexibility 
and no restrictive language. 

Senator Corpon. You are saying that you can absorb $142 million 
plus? 

Mr. Wuire. No, I can absorb $32 million. I want $142 million of 
the $174 million put back. 

Senator Corpon. And in order even to get by, then, you have to 
have the flexibility factor with respect to where you reduce? 

Mr. Wuirr. The $32 million, that is right. 

Senator Russevu. | thought $124 million was your rock bottom 
figure. 

Mr. Wuirr. No. Let me say it again. 

In discussing it with the staff of the committee, I said that without 
any program changes | could take $32 million provided there was 
flexibility. If the Senate felt that maintenance and operation should 
be cut some more, we would try to take another $18 million, in other 
words, try to find it. 

That would make a total of $50 million if the additional $18 million 
was used. 

Now, it happens that that $50 million also represents the amount 
of cut that the House made in spare parts, but it does not mean that 
we would take either the $32 million or the $50 million out of spare 
parts. We would take it out somewhere in the maintenance and 
operations appropriation. 
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RESTORATION REQUEST 


Senator RusseLut. What is your rockbottom figure you are asking 
to have restored? 

Mr. Wuiter. I am asking to have restored $142 million. 

Senator Corpon. To the House figure? 

Mr. Wurtre. That is right. 

Senator Russevu. | would be mighty slow about doing anything 
to cut operation and maintenance. 

Senator Ferauson. Now the next item is page 306. 


MILITARY PERSONNEL 


Mr. Wuire. On page 306, “Military personnel,”’ the real figure the 
House cut us, forgetting the deutschemarks and some of the other 
thines, and the amount of the reclama, is $7,855,900. 

We would give up the whole House cut provided we could get the 
restrictive language removed, because the House restricted it to 
one specific area, and we could not stand a cut in that restricted 
area, but we could take it in the whole military personnel. 


CHANGE IN LANGUAGE 


Senator THyr. You mean this amendment would be acceptable 
in the event the language was changed so that you did not have 
that restrictive arrangement? 

Mr. Wuire. That is right. 

Now, since we left the House we requested two clauses allowing 
transferability of funds for the National Guard of $9 million to take 
care of the ROTC and $5 million for the Reserves. 

So, in effect, we are absorbing another $14 million, because we 
are absorbing that out of the budget, too. 

So although it appears we are talking about a cut of $100 million, 
we are really talking about $104 million. 

Senator FrerGuson. Assuming it is approved. 

Mr. Wuire. That is right. 


AIR FORCE STOCK FUND 


Senator Ferauson. The next item is on page 330. Will you tell 
us about that? That is the stock fund. 

Mr. Wuirsr. That is money that is already in the stock-fund ac- 
count. The House reduced our capital fund in the stock-fund ac- 
count. 

We in the Defense Department are very much in favor of the stock 
fund. It has helped a great deal. It seems to us that with the plans 
we have in mind of adding new items to the stock fund that it is the 
wrong time to take $25 million out of the Air Force stock fund. 

Senator ELLENDER. How much do you have now? 

General Asensio. I can furnish that figure very readily, sir. 

Mr. Wuirr. We have under study right now two new additions to 
the stock fund. Every day I have my deputies working on other areas 
that we can include in the stock-fund operation. Actually the stock 
fund does a great deal to save money for the Government. 








DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS, 1955 31 

Once you get a stock-fund operation in, the Government is well 
ahead. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. What is in there now? 

Mr. Wuire. Medical and dental supplies. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. How much money? 

Mr. Wuire. We are checking that up now. 

Senator THyr. What is in there now? 

Mr. Wuire. Medical and dental supplies, we have clothing, we 
have gas and oil. 

I can give you two examples on that. 


SAVINGS EFFECTED 


The clothing stock fund in the Far East alone saved about $10 
million in 1 year alone. 

With respect to the gas and oil stock fund, this helped us a great 
deal. 

The minute the stock fund came into existence with the accounting 
procedures that went along with it, very substantial sums were saved. 

Senator CHavez. What about drugs and medicine? 

Mr. Wurre. They are in there. 

General Asensio. We have at the present time $256,300,000 in 
the Air Force stock fund. 


VOLUME OF TRANSACTIONS 


Senator SALTONSTALL. How much does that turn over in the course 
of a year? What is your volume of transactions, approximately 
how much? 

General Asensio. I do not have that information immediately 
before me, sir. 

Senator SALTONSTALL. You feel that $25 million off at this time 
would handicap you in liquidity, handicap you in turning the fund 
over? 

General Asensto. Yes, sir; that is now in what we call our unallo- 
cated account, ut we are considering other areas of expansion of 
stock fund operation. If this amount is recinded, we might find 
ourselves in the incongruous position of having to come back to request 
restoration of a like amount in order to proceed with the expansion of 
the stock fund. 

Mr. Wuite. We have two areas under study right now, which are 
pretty close to fruition. That is local purchases and subsistence that 
we would like to put in the stock fund. 

Senator Corpon. I would like to ask a couple of questions. 


UNALLOCATED ACCOUNT 


You say it was pointed out during the House hearings that wherever 
possible inventories financed through the stock fund are being con- 
verted into cash and such cash as placed in the unallocated account in 
this category is not available for expenditure and is accounted for as 
unallocated. That would indicate that rather than attempting to 
extend this operation, you are attempting to restrict it. 
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Mr. Wurre. What it means is this: As vou move into a stock fund, 
for instance, in clothing, and you set it up and by the operation of 
stock fund you begin to reduce your inventories and you begin to 
reduce costs, you have a certain amount of money that you earmark 
as working capital for clothing account 

All of a sudden you find you do not need that money because of 
the improvements you have made. You put that in the unallocated 
account. That is available for the creation of another stock fund 


INVENTORY CONVERTED INTO CASH 


Senator Corpon. You say that the inventory financed through 
the stock fund is being converted into cash That means that you 
are selling your inventory, turning it into cash and placing that cash 
in the unallocated category, if I can read 

Mr. Garvtock. That is happening in all three departments. It is 
one of the big advantages of the stock fund because when vou bring 
it under this kind of control it identifies the excess amounts 

Those excess amounts are used up, they are bought by the appro- 
priations. We do not go into the market and replace the excess 
material We bring the level of supply down to that which we need. 

In the case ol the Air Force they have created an extra $25 million: 
they will need that as the cash to start another section with because 
when you start vou have to have some money with which to meet 
the bills as shipments come in and before vour billing process returns 
to cash 


Collectively we have returned to Congress over $1 billion in th 


Is 
process 

We do not think it is profitable to return this $25 million this year 

Senator Corpon. If you cannot use this money this year, what are 
you going to do with the $40 million? 

Mr. Wurre. We can use it for stock-fund purposes. Suppose you 
have $10 million worth of inventory and you find vou need only $8 
million; in other words, after vou put this into operation you find out 
by better management practices vou only need $8 million; vou sell 
off the extra $2 million; vou take that money, and Vou put it back in 
the unallocated amount 

That becomes available for the creation of another stock fund 

Senator Corpon. That is fine, but this is what vou say: What 
you have just said is one thing. What I am reading is precisely the 
opposite 


Funds in this category are not available for expenditure and are accounted 


fo allocated 


} i 


Mr. Gartock. They are not available for managing the stock fund. 
You take it out of the fund that he can use and put it over in an 
unallocated account which the Secretary of the Air Force holds, and 
therefore, the stock fund manager cannot use it. We give it back to 
him and we give him a new line of goods to handle. 

Senator Corpon. What you mean is that it is not available to that 
particular storekeeper? 

General Asensio. I believe, Senator, that if we added the words 
“ore not available until a new division of the stock fund is created,”’ 
that that would give a full explanation 
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Senator Corpon. That is correct. 

Well, with that explanation I understand what you meant, but did 
not say. 

Senator Fercuson. That is all, gentlemen 

Now we will have the Navy. 


DePARTMENT OF THE NAvy 


STATEMENTS OF HON. T. S. GATES, UNDER SECRETARY OF THE 
NAVY, AND CAPT. C. ADAIR, UNITED STATES NAVY 


POSTGRADUATE TRAINING 


Senator Fercuson. The first is page 161 of our side slip. 

Now, the staff talked with you and I have talked with you gentle- 
men. As | understood it, the Navy agrees that the restoration of 
$60,000 for postgraduate training is sufficient; they can get along 
without the addition $500,000 requested in this appeal. 

[ understand that that is caused by the fact that at the bottom of 
page 161 in the House report it says $60,000 against the item for 
expenses of enrolling officers at the postgraduate instruction in civilian 
schools and the general reduction of the $500,000 will be applied 
in such manner as the Department deems best. 

Now, that vou can get along with if you get the $60,000; is that 
correct? 

Mr. Garers. That is correct. It is not so much the $60,000 as the 
principle of the thing. 

Senator Frreuson. Tell us about the principle. 

Mr. Garrs. We have only 305 officers taking postgraduate courses 
in civilian schools, which is less than one-half of 1 percent of the 
total officers in the Navy. 

We do not want to reduce the post graduate training we are doing, 
principally in engineering, and work of that character at the leading 
universities below the 305 officer group. 


REPORT LANGUAGI 


Senator Ferauson. Could you do without the $60,000 if you have 
language in the report? 

Mr. Gates. No, sir. 

Senator Fereuson. You still think you need the $60,000? 

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ferauson. It is because you need the engineering skill 
and the various skills that you can give them in postgraduate work? 

Mr. Gates. That is right. 

Mr. Garztock. We have made further review of this appropriation, 
but if the Navy says they can absorb the $60,000, I will agree with 
them, but they will have a hard time, it is awfully close. 

Senator Ferguson. On page 183, Secretary Gates, and am I cor- 
rect in this, that you believe you can live with a little less, probably 
$10 million? What do you say about that? 

Mr. Gates. We need at least that much, Mr. Chairman. It is a 
question of an estimate on how many planes we are going to fly, how 
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many planes we are going to overhaul, and how fast the delivery of 
new planes will be. 

It is an intelligent guess to the best of our ability which, multiplied 
out, came to $17 million. We know it is not an exact science. We 
know we are not exactly right. It is difficult to pinpoint it down. 

We believe that we can live with less money. 

1 told the staff that it was not an exact science and that we just 
could not pinpoint it down. I have the number of flight hours and 
aircraft-engine overhauls represented by these dollars available here. 

Senator Ferauson. Did you tell them any probable amount you 
could live with? 

Mr. Gares. I think we talked about $10 million instead of $17 
million. We talked about an appropriation increase of $10 million 
as opposed to $17 million. There was a reduction of $7 million in 
our reclama. 

Senator Ferguson. If you got $10 million instead of the $17 million? 

Mr. Garss. Yes, sir. 

Senator Corpon. Is there any question about it in your mind? 

Senator Maypank. I wanted to ask the gentleman a question, if 
it is all right. 

Do Admiral Carney and Admiral Radford believe that to be the 
best figure? 

Mr. Gares. Yes, sir; I think so. I have not specifically talked to 
Admiral Carney on the subject. 

Senator MaysBank. I have the greatest of respect for the Navy 
and the greatest of respect for them. 

Mr. Garrs. Senator Maybank, as I say, it is as intelligent an 
estimate as we can make. 

Senator Maysank. I never question anything that you gentlemen 
ask for. 

Mr. Garrs. We have reviewed the question at the request of the 
staff and have gone over it again and have figured out——— 

Senator MaysBank. What staff? 

Mr. Gares. Our whole staff in the Navy. 

Senator Maysank. Who is the staff in the Navy? What admirals? 
Did the admirals believe in this? 

Mr. Garers. I think that the Chief of our Bureau of Aeronautics—— 

Senator Maypank. I am not talking about the Chief. 

Mr. Garres. They are the people that overhaul and help us with 
our estimates on flying time and gasoline consumption and so forth. 

Senator Maypank. You think if you cut $7 million out of what the 
budget probably approved 

Senator Russeuiu. No; he is talking about going $185 million below 
the budget estimate. 

Senator Maynank. He said on this item alone, as I understood 
him. 

RESTORATION REQUEST 


Senator Russeiy. They asked to restore $17 million. The House 
figure is $185 million on the budget estimate. At least it would be 
$185 million. 

Mr. Gartock. Senator, on this you cannot compare the amount 
here with the amount submitted in the budget, because there is a 
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House action going through each appropriation. You see, the research 
money, When it was submitted was in different appropriations. 

Senator MayBank. This is not the House. We are supposed to 
restore certain things in here, which I desire to do. 

Mr. Gartock. The House cut $17,654,500 from the items that 
were in this appropriation. Now the balance of the change from the 
original budget request was because research funds were transferred 
to a new appropriation. 

Senator Russeuiu. It would really only be $7 million below the 
budget estimate? 

Mr. Gartock. That is right. 

Senator Maysank. How much did you want to restore? 

Mr. Gates. Ten million dollars of the seventeen million dollars. 


MAINTENANCE AND OPERATION OF SHORE ESTABLISHMENT 


Senator Ferauson. Let us turn to page 224 of the side slip. Now 
what can you get along with on that? 

Mr. Gates. This is a question of the money spent for maintenance 
and operation of the Shore Establishment. We reviewed it again 
to the best of our ability and we think we can get along with $2 
million. 

Senator Corpon. You say you want an increase of $7 million over 
the House. Do you say now you want $2 million over the House? 
Is that what you mean when you say $2 million? 

Mr. Gares. Yes, that is what I mean. 

Senator Corpon. Out of the $7 million, you want to be restored? 

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir. 

Senator MayBank. You know, if you restore $2 million, you will 
end up with $1 million, so I suggest we restore $4 million and settle it 
in conference. 

I am going to make that motion. 

Senator Ferguson. We do not want to take that up until we get 
through with the witnesses. 

Page 230. 


RESEARCH 


Mr. Gares. Is this research, Mr. Chairman? 

Senator Fercuson. Yes. 

Mr. Gates. The House cut us 5 percent. We are willing to accept 
that cut in total, provided the unexpended balances that we have are 
permitted to be carried forward, the unexpended balances for the 
years 1953 and 1954. 

Senator Fercuson. Now, you believe that the House made a mis- 
take and did figure that these would be carried over? 

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir; because that is the case in the Air Force and 
in the Army. 

Senator Fercuson. They figured these funds were carried over and, 
as a matter of law, they were not carried over? 

Mr. Gares. That is right. 

Senator Frrcuson. Therefore, if they are carried over you do not 
need this extra money? 

Mr. Gates. That is right, sir. 
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TOTAL UNEXPENDED FUNDS 


Senator RusseLt. How much unexpended fund do you anticipate 
having on the Ist of July? 

Mr. Garrs. The unexpended funds, sir, would be pretty close to 
$319 million, but the amount of unobligated money that would be 
included in that would be about $45 million. 

Senator Russe. It would be cheaper to restore the House cut. 

Mr. Garuock. On this research program when we go to no-year 
money, I think this will be a distinct improvement, by having some 
money to carry over. The contracts go through the whole year and 
do not come to a cutoff. All it means is that in May and June the 
money would be on hand available to start making and discussing 
contracts with contractors which would materialize in July and 
August. 

Under annual appropriations they had to start after the Ist of 
July when the new money became available and there was always 
that gap right after the Ist of July. 

With this extra money in here to carry them over at the end of the 
year it will not cost you anything, it makes it more convenient for 
making contracts. 

Senator Frerauson. The next item is page 244. 

Senator Corpon. I would like to know a little more about this one 
before we leave it. We have 45 million of unobligated funds. 

Mr. Garrs. That is right, sir. That is ine luded in the une xpended 
figure I gave you, Senator. 

Senator Corpon. I am not interested in that unexpended because 
as to that which is obligated it is earmarked and you are voing to spend 
it, so we forget it, just cancel it out. 

You have asked here for $441,633,000, which is $21,758,100 over 
the House figure. You are willing to take the House figure rather 
than your request and, of course, the net result would be that you 
would get $23 million more than you request of this committee; is 
that correct? 

If that is correct, and you need the other $23 million, just tell 
what it is for. 

Mr. Gares. If we carry forward the unexpended balances we then 
are on the same basis that the other two services are and we have one 
account which is called research and development, Navy. That is 
subject to very strict apportionment through two offices of the Defense 
Department, and also through the Bureau of the Budget. 


UNOBLIGATED FUNDS 


Senator Corpon. You have $45 million that is not now obligated. 
Assuming that that money will revert to the Treasury, that the appro- 
priation will lapse, or that you will lose the $45 million, you have 
asked for $21,758,100 more than the House granted? 

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir. 

Senator Corpon. In lieu of that you leave the House figure and you 
expect this $45 million to remain available to you and that will take 
language in the bill in order for that to happen, and you will have $23 
million more than you would have here? 
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Mr. Gates. That is right. 

Senator Corpon. | would prefer to give you the $21 million rather 
than the $45 million. Now is there any particular reason that you 
can advance why this committee should give you more than you ask 
for? 

Mr. Garztock. Because the way the bill came to the Congress and 
the way we treated it in the first 5 days when we had to make up our 
appeal, we did not pick up all of these little niceties in here. It was 
not until we went back and found out we had to come up with language 
that we pulled all those together into a single account. 

When we do that, that takes us up to the $45 million 

| do not want to say it should be $40 million or should be $50 million 
but we need a reasonable amount unobligated at the end of the year 
to allow a continuous flow of contracting rather than to have this 
sharp cutoff which comes at the end of the year with 1-year money. 

[ would put it on the basis that the $45 million is justified in the 
interest of carrying on a good research program, and we should have it. 


UNOBLIGATED CONTINUING FUND 


Senator Corpon. | understand the value of having an unobligated 
continuing fund. Suppose in place of your request here we give you 
the House figure and provide in the bill that there be 21 million of 
vour presently unobligated fund that will remain unobligated, but 
the balance lapses—could you get along all right with it? That would 
give you continuity. That would give you all that you are asking 
for here, or did ask originally of this committee 

Captain Aparr. | think it would be much better for accounting 
purposes if we could transfer the unexpended balance and make that 
available because it is less trouble in the long run. 

Senator Corpon. You can make a lot of changes in accounting for 
$23 million. If vou need it, that is all right 

Mr. Gates. We do not like to cut research money at this time. 
We are not in favor of reducing research money any more than we 
are forced to do at this time. 

Senator Russet. Who is responsible for the original error in sub- 
mitting the estimate? That is the first time I ever caught the Navy 
in an error when there was money in it. I have seen the Army and 
the Air Force make some mistakes. I have watched this thing for 
many years and this is the first time I have seen the Navy slip up. 

Mr. Gares. What is the error you are talking about? 

Senator Russeuu. For not asking for these unexpended balances. 
You have submitted $21 million of new money you want. 

Mr. Gares. We did ask for it. A similar provision apparently went 
in in 1952 when the Army and Air Force appropriations were inaugu- 
rated for research and development. I am advised that the Navy 
has not been working on continuing research and development money. 
This is the first time the House committee took research money out 
and separated it for the Navy. 

Senator Russet. It was all in one lump sum before? 

Mr. Gares. No; this is the first time it ever happened. The House 
committee took the position this time they wanted to separate it 
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FUNDS CONSOLIDATED BY HOUSE 


General Moore. Those funds heretofore were no-year funds. They 
are appropriations for research and development for the Navy, unlike 
the Army and the Air Force, which were carried in various appro- 
priations and most of them were l-vear appropriations. 

The consolidation was a result of action of the House. 

In connection with the chairman’s statement, it was stressed, and 
I think it is imperative that this point not be overlooked, that there 
is a desire on the part of the Department of the Navv to merge all of 
the unexpended funds with this new appropriation in order that all 
of the transactions for the next 2 years will be transacted in this 
one appropriation rather than dragging them along for 2 more years 
with the old appropriations. 

That is a very great advantage to the proposal without regard to 
how much overall obligation authority that Senator Cordon is talking 
about. 

In other words, however much or however little this committee 
gives the Navy as a net new obligation authority for research and 
development, as the captain has stated here and as was repeated 
many times during the hearings, they need all of the funds which 
they will have merged in one account. 

Senator Mayspank. How will you transfer the funds if they are 
merged in one account? Would they transfer any of it to some other 
department? 

General Moorr. They would transfer it all. There is a provision 
contained in the side slip. 

Mr. Garuock. By transferring all of it, you could say “Research 
and development, this number.” 

Senator Maypank. I want to see that the Navy has what it wants. 

Senator Ferauson. Page 235 would be the language that we pro- 
pose to use. 

Senator Corpon. They propose to use some on page 230. If the 
language on page 235 is used, do you intend to strike out your request 
on page 230? 

General Moore. For the 21 million restoration? 

Senator Corpon. Yes. 

General Moore. Yes, sir; they have already admitted they do not 
want that $21 million if you give them that language. 

Senator Corpon. There is no need for the $21 million, because they 
get the $45 million. 

Senator Fercuson. Now, do you say that if we give you the 
language on page 235 and cut the appropriation $23 million, and give 
you the $21 million, you are satisfied? 

Mr. Garuock. We said that was better than cutting out the lan- 
guage. 

Senator Corpon. There is a House appropriation of $419,874,900. 
You have asked for $441,663,000. That is all without language. 

If this committee recommends the adoption of the language on page 
235, then how much money would you expect this committee to 
recommend as an appropriation to be added to the unexpended bal- 
ances mentioned in the language on page 235? 

Mr. Garrs. The unexpended balance, Senator, for the total of 1953 
and 1954, amount to $319,400,000. The unobligated balances in- 
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cluded in that $319,400,000 total are $33,400,000 for 1954 and 
$11,600,000 for 1953. ‘That is estimated. That is a total estimate of 
$45 million unobligated at the end of fiscal year 1954. 

Senator Corpon. Now, you have not answered my question. That 
is the amount that would be available under the language on page 235? 

Mr. Gares. That is right. 

Senator Corpon. Do you want any additional appropriation of 
money to go into this account that would be set up as a single account 
under the language on page 235? 

Mr. Garuock. To come back to the exact amount the House appro- 
priated, you would subtract the $21 million from the sum of these 2 
and subiract that item from the $319,400,000. You will be back at 
the exact amount the House appropriated. 

Senator Frrauson. Let us go to page 244. As I understand there, 
the Navy has what is known as a must on items 1, 2, and 5. Is that 
right? 

Mr. Garrs. What page is that? 

Senator Ferauson. Page 244. Is that right? 

Mr. Gares. I have it by item, but I do not have the page. 

Senator Ferauson. Page 244. 


TRANSFER OF NAVAL DISTRICT HEADQUARTERS 


Mr. Gares. One is the transfer of the naval district headquarters. 
Yes, sir; that will save money in the long run to consolidate those 
facilities in New Orleans. 

Senator Fercuson. You feel that is a must? 

Mr. Gates. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ferauson. What about item 2, that is the $600,000? 

Mr. Garters. Item 2 we feel isa must. That is cryptographic equip- 
ment for communications services. 

Senator Fercuson. What about item 5? 

Mr. Garters. Item 5, we feel very strongly, sir, is a must. 

Senator FerGuson. What can you do on item 3? 

Mr. Gares. On item 3 we felt that we needed about $150,000, I 
believe, of the $330,000. We felt we could do with less of the $330,000 
original amount. That is the distribution from the hydrographic 
office for carrying out this chart program and nautical publications to 
our Armed Forces, as well as to a good many commercial ships. We 
felt that we could get along with $150,000. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Frrauson. I think that is all. Now we will go back into 
executive session after these gentlemen leave. 

(Thereupon, at 4:30 p. m., Thursday, June 10, 1954, hearings were 
closed.) 





